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“I can no other answer make, but, thanks, and thanks.”
William Shakespeare, Twelfth Night










“We came into the world like brother and brother”
William Shakespeare, The Comedy of Errors


Each of Shakespeare’s characters is unique and has its own personality. However, Hamlet, Shakespeare’s famous tragedy character, and Henry V, the main character of the Henriad, show remarkable similarities. The above quotation from one of Shakespeare’s other plays is therefore perfect to describe Hamlet and Henry V: their similarities make them like family, like brothers, or, to stay with The Comedy of Errors, like twins.
	Both Hamlet and Henry V have often been analysed by other scholars. Hamlet’s character has been studied so many times that one would almost assume there are no new ways to interpret his actions, feelings and thoughts. Critics, however, view him in different ways as his character is so complex, which ensures the ongoing discussion. In Hamlet and the Concept of Character, Bert States describes Hamlet as “the most complex and enigmatic character in drama” (170). His “character is built like a hurricane,” switching between calmness and aggression (43). Based on “Professor Harbage’s study,” Peter Alexander sees in Hamlet Shakespeare’s “ideal man, [who] is soldierly, scholarly, and honest” (114). Charles Marowitz, however, did not like the character of Hamlet, to put it mildly. He states: “I despise Hamlet. He is a slob, a talker, an analyzer, a rationalizer. Like the parlour liberal or the paralysed intellectual, he can describe every facet of a problem, yet never pull his finger out” (Winders 105). 
As the main character of Shakespeare’s Henriad, Henry V has been studied by many academics as well. Bernard J. Paris says that Tillyard’s statement, that “Hal is ‘from the very first a commanding character, deliberate in act and in judgement,’” is a subject for debate (71). He himself claims that, “when we see [Hal] as an imagined human being, a ‘creation inside a creation,’ we recognize that he is not as flexible and self-possessed as the rhetoric would have us believe. He pains his father greatly, and suffers guilt as a result because his behavior is not entirely under his conscious control” (73). Other critics have a more positive opinion of Hal’s character. Daniel Seltzer, for example, sees Henry V’s personality as “one of the most pivotal in the playwright’s career, for in its composition he acquired the ability to make a character change internally” (14). This internal change, however, can also be seen as a Machiavellian masquerade, as I will argue in this thesis. 
Besides analyzing individual characters, many essays compare Shakespeare’s creations to characters of other authors. Manuel Duran, for instance, compared Hamlet to Cervantes’ Don Quixote as in both of them he saw men that “yearn for justice” (2). Comparing Shakespeare’s characters to other characters is therefore not a new phenomenon, and neither is comparing Shakespeare’s characters to other Shakespearean characters. Bert States argues that “in reading Shakespeare one now and then gets a particularly strong impression of having met one of his characters in an earlier form” (157). In his essay “Hamlet’s Older Brother,” States tries to investigate if Hamlet has derived from the Henriad by looking at the striking similarities between the main characters and the plays itself. Inspired by States’ essay, I will investigate the similarities and differences between Hamlet and Hal and analyse if these findings have an effect on the outcome of the plays in the first chapter of my thesis. Different from States, I will not look at these plays as one following the other, but I will place them side by side instead. Not only will this thesis compare the characters but through this comparison, I will also provide a detailed character analysis of Hamlet and Hal.
Since I am a teacher of English and studying Education and Communication at university in the Netherlands, I also include a teaching component, which will be the core of my second chapter. In this chapter, I will focus on Shakespeare’s Hamlet and the Henriad in Dutch secondary education since I am going to discuss and analyse these plays myself in chapter one. I will demonstrate how Hamlet and the Henriad plays might be a profitable addition to the English literature curriculum at Dutch secondary schools.
For about 150 years, literature has been a part of Dutch secondary school education (Bolscher 162). In the article “How Teachers Teach Shakespeare” it is stated that, for “historical, cultural and personal [reasons,] ‘Shakespeare has been identified with the notion of English Literature ever since the concept of a specifically 'English' literature was first formulated’” (Wade, par. 1). Nowadays, students often see Shakespeare as stuffy, which could present a problem when teaching his work (Fons, par. 2). Gillian West argues that “Shakespeare can present extreme difficulty in the contemporary classroom” (vii). West acknowledges the importance of making Shakespeare interesting and understandable for students, which is one of the elements I am going to discuss in this chapter as well (viii). The points of interest to make Shakespeare more appealing and understandable for students are universal and are therefore suitable for teachers of Shakespeare worldwide. Shakespeare’s name and plays may be more familiar to English students than to foreign students but teachers in English speaking countries face indifferent students as well. Only the information about the history of literature education and the current examination requirements are specifically aimed at the Netherlands. This section will show the importance of and perhaps introduce a new way of using my choice of plays in the English literature education. I have chosen these two characters as Hamlet is well-known and the play is often read at Dutch secondary schools, but the plays starring Henry V are not. This research chapter will hopefully help teachers of English make Shakespeare more fun and readable for their students, and perhaps even for themselves.




Chapter 1: Hal and Hamlet: Family Members with Their Own Personality

Shakespeare is probably the most famous author of all times, not only in the United Kingdom but throughout the world. His plays and stories have been an inspiration for other authors, playwrights, film directors, composers, choreographers and artists. Two of Shakespeare’s most well-known characters are Hamlet, the young prince from Denmark, and Henry V, king of England, known as Prince Hal before his coronation. Since it concerns a main character in a tragedy and one in a history play respectively, one might not immediately think of comparing the two. There are, nevertheless, a lot of similarities to be found. 
Like Hamlet, Hal is the crown prince of a country in which the ruling monarch has overthrown his predecessor. Even though the crown princes are in line for the throne, they do not take on their political responsibilities. Both characters are also leading double lives, which shows their potential Machiavellism, strategically deceiving the people around them to discover the truth about certain issues. Moreover, Hal and Hamlet both have a quest that becomes their main goal in life. Hal acts in order to become a king and Hamlet’s mission is to kill King Claudius. 
On the other hand, as one would expect, Hamlet and Henry V also differ. A contrast between Hamlet and Hal is that Hamlet makes his thoughts known to the audience more often than Hal does. Through Hamlet’s thoughts, his personal emotions can be seen, whereas in Hal’s few soliloquies in the Henriad, his personal feelings are not shown very often. Hal, on the other hand, is more decisive than Hamlet, who seems to postpone cutting the knot. All in all, although many similarities between the characters of Hal and Hamlet can be found, their differences are the reason why Hal becomes a much praised king and Hamlet dies.
Comparing Hamlet and Hal, first of all, shows that they are in a similar position as both are crown princes. The political responsibilities that this position brings with it will be their main occupation one would presume. At the start of both plays, however, Hamlet and Hal neglect their political obligations and are far away from court. That is as far as the comparison goes as Hamlet spends his time studying at university, whereas Hal drinks heavily in pubs and keeps bad company. In the first conversation between Hamlet and the king and queen, it is made known that Hamlet has just returned from the University of Wittenberg (Hamlet 1.2.113). King Claudius emphasises that he insists Hamlet does not go “back to school in Wittenberg” (Hamlet 1.2.113). Instead of being a crown prince, Hamlet is a student. Prince Hal, on the other hand, spends his time on less accepted activities. A first glimpse of his reputation can be seen at the end of Richard II, where the newly-crowned King Henry IV asks his nobles about his “unthrifty son,” (Richard II 5.3.1) whom he has not seen for three months and tells them to
	Enquire at London ’mongst the taverns there, 
	For there, they say, he daily doth frequent
	With unrestrained loose companions – 
	Even such, they say, as stand in narrow lanes
	And beat our watch and rob our passengers – 
	Which he, young wanton and effeminate boy,
	Takes on the point of honour to support
	So dissolute a crew. (Richard II 5.3.5-12)
King Henry is disappointed in the behaviour of his son, who is to be the future king of England. His bad reputation is made known to the audience before they meet Hal as a character, which only happens in the next play 1 Henry IV. But before Hal enters the stage, his father, the king, again emphasises his dissatisfaction with the choices his son makes. He even expresses the wish that the honourable Hotspur, son of the Earl of Northumberland, were his son instead of Hal. 
The kings of both stories also show certain similarities. In Richard II, immediately preceding the Henry IV plays, the story is told how Bolingbroke, the later King Henry IV, is the leader of a revolt that overthrows King Richard II, and how, following this revolt, he is invited to “ascend the regal throne” (Richard II 4.1.104). This uprising and usurpation were considered immoral in Medieval times as the king “was the direct representative of God on earth, hence his position was sacrosanct. A challenge to the king’s authority was a challenge of the divine order of things” (Watson 83). According to Warren Chernaik, “Richard II is full of allusions to sacred kingship” (91). In fact, Shakespeare uses the word ‘sacred’ in this play more than in all of his other plays (91). Against this background, Bolingbroke’s accession to the throne can therefore be seen as malicious and deceitful as he forces Richard II to abdicate. Indirectly, he could also be held responsible for Richard’s death since he expressed the wish that someone remove “this living fear,” which one of his nobles took literally and murdered Richard (Richard II 5.4.2). Similarly, Claudius in Hamlet also has come to the throne via deception and a transgression. Hamlet hears of the deceit from his father’s ghost who tells him: 
	[T]he whole ear of Denmark 
	Is by a forged process of my death
	Rankly abused; but know, thou noble youth,
	The serpent that did sting thy father’s life
	Now wears his crown. (Hamlet 1.5.36-39)
The ghost also tells him that Claudius has murdered him with poison and demands that Hamlet avenge him. In contrast to Henry IV, Claudius murders King Hamlet in secret, whereas Henry IV lets Richard II abdicate publicly. Nevertheless, both Henry IV and Claudius have become king through dishonest conduct. Another parallel between the two kings is that both Henry IV and Claudius have to handle a rebellion. Henry IV has to manage the uprising of the Earl of Worcester, whereas Claudius’ reign is threatened by Fortinbras, but also by Laertes as he threatens to kill Claudius after his father’s death and starts another rebellion. What they did to others now comes back at them through the rebellions and poses a danger to their own power and authority.   
The impact of Machiavelli’s Il Principe (English: The Prince), a treatise that was widely read in the upper classes of Elizabethan England (Meyer 3), can also clearly be seen in both plays. In her book Machiavelli in the British Isles, Alessandra Petrina shows that Il Principe was present in many private collections in Elizabethan England and that the treatise was available in Italian but also in French, Latin and English translations (14-32). The two princes, Hal and Hamlet, have characteristics presented in Il Principe. Although it can never be proved whether or not Shakespeare actually read Machiavelli’s work, it can be noticed that Shakespeare linked Machiavellian traits to two characters who are princes, which is not strange considering the title of the treatise. Machiavelli dedicated Il Principe to Lorenzo di Piero de’ Medici, one of the rulers of Florence in the early fifteenth century (The Prince 3-4). Michael J. Cummings explains that Il Principe “derive[s] from the Latin word, princeps, meaning the first, chief citizen, and leader” (par. 2). Kemerling states that, in his work, Machiavelli gives advice about how to achieve, rule and maintain a prosperous nation, and states that “[the] crucial quality of leadership is not the same as the virtuous character described by ethical philosophers, since Machiavelli held that public success and private morality are entirely separate” (par. 2). 
Prince Hal shows Machiavellian traits in his first scene on stage. The prince who was described in Richard II and at the start of 1 Henry IV is shown in action in the second scene of the latter play. In a tavern, Hal and his friends Falstaff and Poins are drinking and planning a robbery. To a degree, the earlier description of Hal’s character here seems to be confirmed. However, as soon as both Falstaff and Poins have left the stage, Prince Hal explains in the soliloquy that ends the scene why he keeps bad company. He wants to be like the sun that, after a long cloudy period, breaks through and is more appreciated as it was missed, and says:
[W]hen this loose behaviour I throw off
And pay the debt I never promisèd,
By how much better than my word I am,
By so much shall I falsify men’s hopes;
And like bright metal on a sullen ground,
My reformation, glitt’ring o’er my fault,
Shall show more goodly and attract more eyes
Than that which hath no foil to set it off.
I’ll so offend to make offence a skill,
Redeeming time when men think least I will. (1.2.186-95).
Hal has already anticipated which effect his behaviour will have in the future and cultivates his extravagant lifestyle to use it for political gain. In this speech, Warren Chernaik sees Hal as “a Machiavellian in embryo” (125). In the eyes of others he will be an even greater and better qualified ruler after his seemingly miraculous transformation. This, however, is not the only political gain Hal expects to receive from his acquaintance with Falstaff and other common people. Machiavelli states in chapter eight of Il Principe that 
above all, a prince should live with his subjects so that no single accident whether bad 
or good has to make him change; for when necessities come in adverse times you will 
not be in time for evil, and the good that you do does not help you, because it is judged 
to be forced on you, and cannot bring you any gratitude. (38) 
Hal knows his subjects when he becomes king, and will be able to use this knowledge during his reign. 
The tavern scene in which Hal and Falstaff practice Hal’s upcoming audience with his father the king also shows leadership qualities that Machiavelli presented in Il Principe. In this “play-within-a-play,” in which both Hal and Falstaff are actors, Hal rehearses “an answer” (Chernaik 132; 1 Henry IV 2.5.341). Machiavelli in Il Principe also mentions that a prince should be a political actor. It is necessary for a prince to be “a great pretender and dissembler, [because] men are so simple and so obedient to present necessities that he who deceives will always find someone who will let himself be deceived” (70). Machiavelli adds that “[a prince] should appear all mercy, all faith, all honesty, all humanity, all religion” since “men in general judge more by their eyes than by their hands, because seeing is given to everyone, touching to few” (70; 71). James C. Bulman sees characteristics presented in Il Principe in this scene as well. He states: “As Machiavelli observed in The Prince, and as Elizabethan practice confirmed, political power is secured by theatrical illusion – a populace can best be controlled by dissimulation, image-making, and role-play” (162). Bulman even suggests that “in this tavern scene, Shakespeare goes even further to expose the workings of royal self-fashioning and to suggest that kingship, once regarded as sacramental, now amounts to no more than good acting” (164).
On his deathbed in 2 Henry IV, Henry gives his son his last advice. He tells him to lead “all [his] friends – which [he] must make [his] friends –” into foreign wars to unite them so civil war will not have a chance to grow. Warren Chernaik argues that the king’s counsel is based “on sound Machiavellian principles” (143). It is an advice Machiavelli wrote in Il Principe since Lorenzo di Piero de’ Medici also wanted to unite the divided parts of Italy (Gilbert 119). Hal in Henry V gives heed to this Machiavellian advice and goes to war with France. Also at the end of 2 Henry IV, when Hal has just been crowned Henry V, he shows a Machiavellian trait in his rejection of Falstaff. It is also one of the most debated parts of the play, which will later be discussed. The scene presents the Machiavellian division between Hal’s public success and private morality, as stated above. Rejecting Falstaff, and with him the condemnable life he led in the beginning of 1 Henry IV, is something Hal had planned beforehand to become a more virtuous and qualified ruler in the eyes of his subjects. The banishment of Falstaff immediately shows a positive effect on Henry V’s reputation as his brother, Prince John, states:
I like this fair proceedings of the King’s.
He hath intent his wonted followers
Shall all be very well provided for,
But all are banished till their conversations
Appear more wise and modest to the world. (5.5.92-6)
The praise of the new king continues in the next play, Henry V. The Archbishop of Canterbury and the Bishop of Ely talk about the change they have seen in their king and express their astonishment by saying: 
Never was such a sudden scholar made; 
Never came reformation in a flood 
With such a heady currance scouring faults 
…
As in this king. (1.1.33-35; 38)
They also acknowledge that the realm is “blessèd” in the transformation of Henry. The Bishop of Ely compares him to “the strawberry [that] grows underneath the nettle / and wholesome berries [that] thrive and ripen best / neighboured by fruit of baser quality” (Henry V 1.1.61-3). He hits the nail on the head, although he does not know that Henry had planned this beforehand, like a true Machiavel. 
In this last play as well, Henry behaves like a Machiavel. Having discovered they are planning to kill him, Henry asks his nobles, Cambridge, Grey and Scope, to judge a drunken man who has denigrated him. He suggests that he “be merciful,” but the nobles are inexorable (Henry V 2.2.47). Since they need to appear loyal to Henry, they say that, if he pardons him, this man’s deed will only lead others to disobey the king as well, and they recommend his execution. Henry has heeded Machiavelli’s advice to be both a fox and a lion (The Prince, chapter 18). He deceives his nobles in presenting them a traitor’s case to judge, and through these indirections, he let the nobles condemn themselves. Henry arrests them despite their cry for clemency and in this shows he is also like Machiavelli’s lion, being strong and merciless. Some critics, “without denying the guilt of the conspirators, regard Henry as being callous in playing a cat-and-mouse game with men he is about to send off to execution” (Wentersdorf 268). Even though it seems cruel, Henry needs to set an example, like the nobles themselves suggested he should do with the drunken man. Machiavelli also says that “a prince, […] so as to keep his subjects united and faithful, should not care about the infamy of cruelty, because with very few examples he will be more merciful than those who for the sake of too much mercy allow disorders to continue” (The Prince 65). Another deception of King Henry is when he disguises as a common soldier on the eve of the battle of Agincourt. He again mingles with his subjects, like he did at the start of 1 Henry IV, but also uses his disguise to find out what his soldiers think of him and of the war they are fighting. Three of his soldiers, Court, Bates and Williams, make it clear that they would rather be at home and Bates even says that he wishes that the king “were here alone. So should he be sure to be ransomed, and a many poor men’s lives saved” (Henry V 4.1.116-17). Henry tries to persuade them of the rightfulness of his cause but still gets into an argument with Williams, whom he later, when he appears as king again, pardons for his slander. Henry also uses his findings as inspiration for his very famous motivation speech “we few, we happy few, we band of brothers” to strengthen the feeling of solidarity among his soldiers (Henry V 4.3.60). He therefore uses his findings for political gain. Kevin A. Quarmby adds: “Henry might use his disguise for a self-serving political purpose, but this same disguise confirms the charismatic and pragmatic militarism of this heroic figure from Tudor Chronicle history” (56).
Hamlet is also a character who acts as a Machiavellian. Although some critics would disagree and say that only King Claudius is the true Machiavel of the play, such as Joseph Pearce, who sees in Hamlet “Shakespeare’s riposte to Machiavelli’s ‘Prince’, incarnate in Hamlet as King Claudius,” but Hamlet is not without Machiavellian traits either (125). Like Prince Hal, Hamlet leads two lives. Hal’s double life can be seen at the beginning of 1 Henry IV, where on the one hand he is misbehaving and spending his time in taverns, but on the other hand the audience also sees the calculating, politically responsible Hal, as can be seen shining through in the soliloquy, where he speaks of his plans. Hamlet’s double life starts after his encounter with the ghost of his father. The ghost has told him that the current king, Claudius, has murdered him, King Hamlet, and now demands that Prince Hamlet avenge him. Hamlet needs a disguise so he can investigate what the ghost has told him, and from then on he decides to pretend to be mad. It is, however, necessary to stay cautious. Hugh Grady also notes:
In the case of Hamlet, of course, both terms of the Machiavellian structure – both the 
‘exterior’ semblance and the ‘inner’ aims and knowledge – are greatly complicated, 
and thereby hangs a good deal of the singularity of this play, its resistance to being 
understood within the terms of the ordinary Machiavellian dissemblance of an 
ordinary revenge tragedy. (249)
Hamlet’s madness and the discussion whether his madness was real or merely an act has been the core of many essays written on the play. T.S. Eliot argues that “for Shakespeare [the antic disposition] is less than madness and more than feigned. The levity of Hamlet, his repetition of phrase, his puns, are not part of a deliberate plan of dissimulation, but a form of emotional relief” (26). Professor of Psychiatry Theodore Lidz, on the other hand, is of the opinion that Hamlet can definitely be qualified as mad, “not because of a disturbance or an inadequacy of his brain, but rather because mood swings to depression and elation impair his judgment or because he paranoidally breaks with reality in his anguish and disillusionment” (8). Others, such as Harry Levin, do not see Hamlet as insane but as melancholy (111-31). There are many examples in the play that could argue each side, but, to stay close to the comparison between Hamlet and Hal, Hamlet’s initial idea is to pretend to be mad to find out if the ghost’s accusations are true. He subtly reveals part of this plan to Horatio and Marcellus immediately after the ghost has spoken to him, and tells them not to say anything about what they have seen and what will come in the future, no matter “how strange or odd some’er I bear myself, / as I perchance hereafter shall think meet / to put an antic disposition on” (Hamlet 1.5.170-172). The Oxford English Dictionary states that ‘antic’ means: “Absurd from fantastic incongruity; grotesque, bizarre, uncouthly ludicrous” (par. 2). Hamlet already “anticipates role-playing” in this scene (Rosenberg 353). That Hamlet is successful in his acting becomes clear in the following scenes. Polonius and his daughter Ophelia think Hamlet is mad because Ophelia has refused his advances. King Claudius has also noticed “Hamlet’s transformation” but assumes it derives from the grief for his father (Hamlet 2.2.5). He nevertheless is alarmed and perhaps fears his secret will be unveiled. Hamlet says he puts on this façade as a distraction so he can investigate the murder of his father. When Hamlet is with Horatio he is perfectly sane, which could suggest that Hamlet is not mad, or at least not entirely, but, as some critics assume, merely pretends to be. According to Bennett Simon, “Hamlet’s feigned madness is a symptom of the ‘feigning’ and deceit around him” (715). Claudius’ secret murder and lies are the conscious or unconscious reason why Hamlet decides to act as if he were insane. To the other characters he appears like one but is another. By putting on the mask of madness, Hamlet can do whatever he wants to find out what happened to his father as everyone blames his actions on his madness.  
In Hamlet we can also recognize the Machiavellian fox. To find out whether or not the king has murdered his father he makes use of a visiting group of actors. He comes up with a plan, saying: 
… I have heard,
That guilty creatures sitting at a play
Have by the very cunning of the scene
Been struck so to the soul, that presently
They have proclaimed their malefactions; (Hamlet 2.2.541-45)
Hamlet thinks of a plan to have the actors perform a play at court in front of the king and queen. This play would resemble how Claudius murdered his father. Hamlet wants to study Claudius’ reaction to the play and “if a do blench, / I know my course” (Hamlet 2.2. 550-1). Like Henry V, Hamlet uses indirections to find out the truth. Henry V staged a public case, having his nobles judge a traitor’s case to discover the truth about their plot to supplant him, and Hamlet uses a play that enacts the murder of his father to find out if King Claudius is the one who killed him. Hamlet deceives the court in the masquerade of the play to discover if the ghost was right in blaming Claudius for the murder, and if he really needs to take revenge. Another moment in the play when Hamlet is the fox Machiavelli speaks of in Il Principe, is when he discovers Claudius’ letters ordering his death, which Rosencrantz and Guildenstern have brought with them on their voyage to England. Hamlet then writes another letter, ordering the death of Rosencrantz and Guildenstern, which he switches with the letters ordering his own death. In this he is also the Machiavellian lion, who is cruel and merciless, because he now sends Rosencrantz and Guildenstern to their deaths. According to Salvador de Madariaga, “the savagery with which Hamlet send Rosencrantz and Guildenstern to their doom is due to his sudden discovery that the King meant to have him put to death” (19).  
	Another Machiavellian advantage that Hamlet has is that he is loved by the common people. Claudius informs us that Hamlet “[is] loved of the distracted multitude” (Hamlet 4.3.4). According to Machiavelli, a prince should strive “not to be hated by the people generally” as this is “one of the most powerful remedies against conspiracies” (The Prince 73). On the other hand, Machiavelli also states that if a prince should choose between being loved and being feared, he should rather want to be feared (The Prince 66). Under these circumstances, however, in which Hamlet is not the ruler of Denmark, it is an advantage to be loved by the people. Hamlet is a threat to Claudius because he is dangerous as he has killed Polonius, but also because Claudius suspects that Hamlet knows the truth about the murder of the late King Hamlet, which Marvin Rosenberg also suggests in his analysis of the play (725). He therefore wants to send Hamlet into exile, so he can be killed outside of Denmark as there could be an uprising if they “put the strong law on him” in Denmark (Hamlet 4.3.3). Another revolt is the last thing Claudius needs as his murder still troubles his mind, and he already has the rebellion of Fortinbras and that of Laertes to face. The love of the people has, in this sense, certainly prolonged Hamlet’s life and has provided some level of protection for the prince. 
Another parallel between the characters of Hal and Hamlet is that both are driven by a quest and all their actions derive from it. Hal’s mission is to become a king. This can first be seen in the soliloquy where Hal explains he chose companions like Falstaff in order to make his reformation from, perhaps, the worst candidate for the throne to the obedient and heroic prince seem even greater. His father, not knowing Hal’s intentions, shows his discontentment and asks him:
Could such inordinate and low desires,
Such poor, such bare, such lewd, such mean attempts,
Such Barren pleasures, rude society,
As thou are match’d withal and grafted to,
Accompany the greatness of thy blood,
And hold their level with thy Princely heart? (1 Henry IV 3.2.12-17)
Hal, wanting to show his father he can and will be a great prince and king, promises that he “will redeem all this on Percy’s head” and swears: “… the time will come / That I shall make this northern youth exchange / his glorious deeds for my indignities” (1 Henry IV 3.2.132; 144-6). Hal plans all his actions around his ambition to become the great king he anticipated to be. It is therefore necessary for him to fight a duel with his greatest rival Hotspur as he needs to redeem and gain honour, but also to assure his father of his qualities. According to Warren Chernaik, “the two will inevitably have to meet in battle and fight out the supremacy,” because “[to] the king, Hotspur, who has devoted his life to warfare and the pursuit of glory, is the soul of honour, where the prince’s life, rejecting the father and all he stands for, is dishonourable”(119). The long conversations between Hal and his father in both parts of the Henry IV-plays make it clear that the king is perhaps his greatest critic. In a dialogue between father and son, Henry IV declares that he thinks God is punishing him for overthrowing King Richard II by giving him Hal as a son. On his deathbed Henry IV even exclaims: “For now a time is come to mock at form - / Harry the Fifth is crowned. Up vanity! / Down, royal state!” (2 Henry IV 4.3.246-8). Hal wants to show his father that he does possess the qualities needed to be a monarch. Rejecting Falstaff at the end of 2 Henry IV is also one of actions that derives from Hal’s ambition to become a great king. In all likelihood, Hal will have developed a fondness and perhaps love for Falstaff during their tavern hours. Entire works have been written on their relationship. James C. Bulman claims that Falstaff serves as a second father figure to him (162). It will therefore not have been easy for Hal to reject a friend with whom he has spent so much time and say “I know thee not, old man,” but his desire to become a powerful and great king is stronger (2 Henry IV 5.5.45). A.C. Bradley, however, argues that “Henry’s conduct in his rejection of Falstaff is in perfect keeping with his character on its unpleasant side as well as on its finer; and that, so far as Henry is concerned, we ought not to feel surprise at it” (92). He suggests that Hal only had a liking for Falstaff as he could only love his family in order for the family to “[defend] its royal position against attack and instinctively [isolate] itself from outside influence” (92). Theatre audiences like Falstaff’s wit “because [it is] so calculatedly self-serving” (Bulman 171). He represents “the all-too-human victim of a callous political system,” and Hal’s rejection therefore leaves a dramatic impression on the audience (174). 
Whereas Hal’s aim is to become a king, Hamlet’s intention is to kill one. The entire play revolves around his search for evidence and, having found it, his intention to take revenge on King Claudius. Hamlet is therefore also often classified as a “revenge tragedy” (Winders 6). Hamlet’s first undertaking in the play is arranging the play imitating the murder of his father for its performance so he can find out if Claudius indeed killed his father. When he has found the confirmation he needed, his mind is set on taking revenge. Hamlet has a heated conversation with his mother about the recent happenings, and finds that someone is hiding behind the curtain. Thinking it is the king himself, Hamlet impulsively stabs the hidden person. However, R.A. Foakes argues that “Hamlet hopes he may have killed the King, but really has no idea who is hiding” (93). It turns out that it was not the king hiding behind the curtain, but Polonius. Hamlet, however, is not remorseful. He even names him a “wretched, rash, intruding fool” (Hamlet 3.4.31). It seems as if Hamlet is saying that it is Polonius’ own fault that he killed him as he came in Hamlet’s way on his quest to kill Claudius. Hamlet’s mindset is on how to make Claudius pay for what he has done, with its resulting actions. Also Hamlet’s last act before he dies shows his eagerness for revenge. In his duel with Laertes, Hamlet is wounded with a poisonous sword. When he also sees his mother die after drinking from a cup full of poison which Claudius had intended for him, Hamlet stabs the king with the poisonous sword. This, however, is not enough for Hamlet. He wants to be certain that the king dies and lets him drink from the cup of poison. It could almost be viewed as killing him twice, making the revenge even more cruel and Hamlet seem even stronger. Marvin Rosenberg argues that Hamlet “would [probably] use a third lethal instrument, a fourth, if such were handy and he still able” (900). This could well be as Hamlet is so enraged and is hardly thinking. Hamlet probably blames the death of his mother on Claudius as well since he was the one to bring the poisonous cup into the room and did not actively try to stop her from drinking its content. In Hamlet’s eyes, Claudius has murdered both his parents and he therefore deserves to die twice. In comparison to Hal, however, Hamlet did not create the circumstances in which Claudius dies. Claudius himself had set up the duel between Laertes and Hamlet, thinking it would free him of Hamlet. Through accidental happenings, however, Hamlet and Laertes switch swords. Hamlet does use the venomous sword of Laertes to kill Claudius, but, ultimately, “[Claudius’] death is at last effected by an incident which Hamlet had no part in producing” (Johnson 116). Samuel Johnson sees in Hamlet “rather an instrument than an agent”(116). He seizes the opportunity that arises and acts on his own rash decisions. Where Hamlet acts in the heat of the moment, Hal plans and considers his next move and acts deliberately. 
Besides the similarities, there are also major differences between the characters of Hal and Hamlet. Paul Rodney McHugh argues that “Hamlet [is] the prototypic melancholic introvert” (212). He is more introvert than Hal but he also makes his thoughts known to the audience, in which his emotions and struggles are shown. When the theatre group has just arrived, Hamlet asks one of the players to perform a piece from Aeneas’ speech. This speech gives Aeneas’ account of the horrible murder of Priam. The player is visibly moved, when he delivers the speech, much to Hamlet’s astonishment. Hamlet does not understand how one can become so emotional, when only pretending to be someone else. After the speech, the players are escorted to their quarters. When the players have left the stage, Hamlet exclaims: “O what a rogue and peasant slave am I!” (Hamlet 2.2.502). According to Marvin Rosenberg, however, “both Q2 and Folio made it ‘pesant slave’” instead of ‘peasant’ (443). The Oxford English Dictionary explains that ‘pesant’ means ‘weight’. This version emphasizes the burden Hamlet feels; he is becoming melancholy. In The Mind Has Mountains: Reflections on Society And Psychiatry, McHugh states: “The attention of the introvert is drawn by the implications of encounters and the likely future they portend. As the vivid emotional expression of the extravert is choler, that of the introvert is melancholy” (212). A few lines further in the soliloquy, he says:
	… Yet I,
	A dull and muddy-mettled rascal, peak
	Like John-a-dreams, unpregnant of my cause,
	And can say nothing – no, not for a king,
	Upon whose property and most dear life
	A damned defeat was made. Am I a coward? (Hamlet 2.2.518-23)
Hamlet is disappointed in himself, but his disappointment soon turns into anger and he exclaims:
	Why, what ass am I! This is most brave,
	That I, the son of the dear murderèd,
	Prompted to my revenge by heaven and hell, 
	Must like a whore unpack my heart with words,
	And fall a-cursing like a very drab,
	A scullion! (Hamlet 2.2.535-40)
In a relatively short amount of time, Hamlet goes through many different emotions. His struggle with, not only the task his father assigned to him, but also the murder of his father itself is already starting to shine through. In his next soliloquy, and one of Shakespeare’s most famous ones, Hamlet again gives the audience insight into his emotions. It is probably the most intense soliloquy as Hamlet is contemplating suicide, saying: 
	To be, or not to be, that is the question – 
	Whether ‘tis nobler in the mind to suffer
	The slings and arrows of outrageous fortune,
	Or to take arms against a sea of trouble, 
	And by opposing end them. To die, to sleep – 
	No more;  and by a sleep to say we end
	The heart-ache and the thousand natural shocks
	That flesh is heir to – ’tis a consummation
	Devoutly to be wished. (Hamlet 3.1.56-64)
Already in these first lines of the soliloquy, the desperation and struggle are brought forward. Saying that fortune has “slings and arrows” stirs up a violent and cruel image. Rosenberg states that Hamlet “begins feelingly to remember that Fortune is an antagonist” (476). Also in the next line, the feeling of standing and fighting alone against “a sea of troubles” that keeps on rolling waves towards him, gives the feeling of drowning. It is a fight he can hardly win. With ‘opposing’ he could then mean ‘to commit suicide’, which will end his suffering instantly, or so he hopes. Theodore Lidz claims that Hamlet “would prefer to turn his back on the whole sorry mess” (66). In the soliloquy, Hamlet is trying to find an answer why he has not acted yet, and concludes that “conscience does make cowards of us all” (Hamlet 3.1.83). It is clear that he is still struggling with his conscience, although Shakespeare does not specify what he means with conscience. Rosenberg, as well, asks this question: “Is [conscience], as currently understood, moral concern, an inborn (or learned?) sense of right and wrong?” (484). When Hamlet has observed the king during the play and concluded he has killed his father, he tells the audience: “Now could I drink hot blood, / And do such bitter business as the day / would quake to look on” (Hamlet 3.2.351-3). Hamlet is all worked up and angry at this point and says that he is now ready to kill the king. When he hears his mother coming, he has to calm himself down and prays: “Oh heart, lose not thy nature; let not ever / The soul of Nero enter this firm bosom. / Let me be cruel, not unnatural” (Hamlet 3.2.354-6). Hamlet is afraid that in his rage he will kill his mother, as the reference to Nero suggests. It is known that the Roman emperor tried to kill his mother multiple times and succeeded (Nosotro, par. 4). Hamlet is angry with his mother because she married so quickly after his father’s death. According to R.A. Foakes, 
what Hamlet seems anxious to do here is to prevent himself from inflicting cruelty for 
its own sake; and the fact that he alone articulates this idea in the play suggests both 
the measure of success he has in controlling himself, and also his awareness, so to 
speak, of possibilities for cruelty within himself. (21)
Hamlet then decides to attack his mother with words and tell her what he has been thinking all along. Eric Levy claims that, besides his emotional outbursts, Hamlet also displays emotional control, despite extreme provocation. According to Levy, Hamlet at some points in the play even “exploit[s] thought as a goad of emotion” because he believes emotion cannot take hold of him (85). In this scene, however, Hamlet does allow himself to be controlled by his emotions, his rage against his mother and the killing of Polonius being an example. Also during the funeral of Ophelia, Hamlet is not afraid to show his emotions. Near the grave he gets into a scuffle with Laertes, Ophelia’s brother. After the others have pulled them apart, Hamlet vows he would “fight with him upon this theme / until [his] eyelids will no longer wag” because “[he] loved Ophelia” (Hamlet 5.1.233-4; 236). He is acting irrationally, not like a prince at all. Again he is led by his anger and grief over the death of Ophelia. Hamlet’s last emotional outburst is in the final scene of the play, when his mother Gertrude with her last breath tells him, she has been poisoned. Hamlet exclaims: “Oh villainy! – Ho, let the door be locked! / Treachery! Seek it out!” (Hamlet 5.2.291-2). The exclamation marks summon the importance and loudness of these words. A reader of the play could almost hear Hamlet scream the words. The exclamation marks again appear after Laertes reports that the poisonous cup was the king’s doing and that Hamlet cannot be saved either as the sword he was stabbed with was also poisoned. Hamlet in his wrath stabs the king with the same sword and says: “The point envenomed too! Then, venom, to thy work!”  (Hamlet 5.2.301). Richard T. Brucher is stunned by “the savagery of the killing” (268). He states that “Hamlet finally kills Claudius in a damning moment, but not with the aesthetic calculation he promises in the prayer scene” (257). Knowing he is mortally wounded, Hamlet has to strike quickly and, therefore, cannot kill Claudius when, where and how he had planned.  
The many emotions the audience can see in Hamlet are a contrast to Hal, since his genuine emotions hardly shine through in his words. In Hal’s famous soliloquy at the end of his first scene in 1 Henry IV, he gives an explanation for his actions but does not show an emotion, like, for instance, joy or anger, which Hamlet almost always does. According to Frederic B. Tromly, “Hamlet has a wider and more passionate range of emotions than Hal” (153). Hal is perhaps more in control of his emotions, which is typical for the Early Modern period. Bernardino Fantini explains that “philosophers and physicians of this period worked within an intellectual milieu in which the ‘passions of the soul’ were regarded as an overbearing and inescapable element of human nature, liable to disrupt any individual or social order, unless they were tamed and overruled” (1). In “The Problematic Relation Between Reason and Emotion in Hamlet,” Eric Levy also states:
The concept of the sovereignty of reason over emotion derives from the classical 
definition, adopted by medieval Scholasticism, of man as the rational animal whose reason has the ethical task of rationally ordering the passions or emotional disturbances of what is formally termed the sensitive appetite (referred to by the Ghost as ‘nature’ [1.5.12]) with which man, like all other animals, is endowed: ‘All the passions of the soul should be regulated according to the rule of reason…’ (83)
In Hal’s situation, it is sensible to be in control of your emotions. When Hal tries to convince his father in act three that he will redeem his honour and is sorry for what he has done in the past, his emotion of regret seems genuine. The audience, however, knows that Hal has planned everything in advance, which makes his emotions only a Machiavellian masquerade to make his transformation seem even greater. Hal, however, does show his emotions at his father’s deathbed. Assuming his father is dead, he cries out: “My gracious lord, my father!” (2 Henry IV 4.3.164). Filled with grief, he takes up the crown and leaves the room. When his father awakens and is angry and offended that Hal has already taken the crown before he has even died, the Earl of Warwick tells him that he “found the Prince in the next room, / Washing with kindly tears his gentle cheeks / With such a deep demeanour, in great sorrow” (2 Henry IV 4.3.210-2). Some might say that this could also be a Machiavellian act. Hal leaving the room “shaken with sobs and as in a dream,” does not convince Tromly, for example. In his book Fathers and Sons in Shakespeare he argues that “after Hal crowns himself his language is anything but dreamlike or shaken” (136). I, however, do not think that Hal would have chosen sadness and being in tears if he wanted to put on a show, because, in the Early modern period, “emotions [were often seen] as feminine and reason or rationality as masculine” (Vaught, footnote 1). As a Machiavellian prince, he would want to seem strong, and I therefore think his emotions here are genuine. Besides, believing his father is dead, leaves no one in the room to put on a show for. 
One other time the audience can see a glimpse of the thoughts and emotions of the now King Henry is in Henry V. After an argument with his soldiers, Henry, still being in disguise, contemplates his kingship. He argues that kings are humans too. In this soliloquy, Henry seems to be irritated and upset. The entire military campaign against France seems lost. His prayer at the end of the scene shows Henry’s desperation. Hal shows his emotions only a few times in three plays, compared to Hamlet’s many emotional outbursts in merely one play.  
Another major difference between Hal and Hamlet is that Hal is more decisive. This can be seen at four important moments in the Henriad. In 1 Henry IV, Hal does not question the necessity of killing Hotspur and enters the duel with only that goal in mind, even though he respects Hotspur, which can be noted in the speech following Hotspur’s death. Hamlet here says: “Fare thee well, great heart” and calls him a valiant warrior (1 Henry IV 5.4.86). Hal, nevertheless, knew that he had to kill Hotspur in order to win the decisive Battle of Shrewsbury, but also to redeem his own honour. James C. Bulman argues that Hotspur is a threat to Hal’s kingship as well and therefore he “must defeat Hotspur if he is to inherit a secure kingship from his father” (160). Another moment when Hal acts decisively is when he rejects Falstaff. He does not shrink from banning an old acquaintance, which is also intended to be a signal to all his other subjects that he is not afraid to make certain cruel decisions. Also in the next play, after discovering the plot to overthrow him, he is quick to make a decision and has the responsible nobles executed. Derek Traversi states that “Henry’s treatment of the conspirators is, like everything he does, firm, just, and decisive” (177). If he had decided to let them live, he risked the chance that the nobles would take up the rebellion again after some time. Another example in the same play is Henry’s decision to stay in France and fight the Battle of Agincourt that already seemed lost. Henry orders his soldiers to kill their French prisoners. Paul A. Cantor argues that “Henry’s decision to murder his prisoners shows how fully he has embraced the Machiavellian principle of Realpolitik. He is willing to perform the very definition of an unchivalrous act to ensure the survival of his army and preserve his victory” (21). This is one of Henry’s determined orders that ultimately brings him much glory as he wins the battle. At these decisive moments Hal is not afraid to cut the knot and hesitates at nothing, which is an important quality for a strong ruler. 
	Hamlet does not show the same level of decisiveness that can be seen in Hal. After the ghost has told Hamlet that Claudius murdered him, and demands revenge, he is immediately desirous to fulfil the task and exclaims: “thy commandment all alone shall live / Within the book and volume of my brain, / Unmixed with baser matter” (Hamlet 1.5.102-4). Shortly after, however, he recants his decision. He first wants to have evidence that the ghost was speaking the truth and is not a devil, for 
… the devil hath power  
T’assume a pleasing shape. Yea, and perhaps, 
Out of my weakness and my melancholy,
As he is very potent with such spirits,
Abuses me to damn me. (Hamlet 2.2.553-6)
He therefore makes the decision not to act until after he has confirmed that the ghost’s accusation is true. It is very wise not to act impulsively. The play mirroring the murder of King Hamlet proves that Claudius has murdered him. Soon after the play, Hamlet has a chance to kill Claudius when he is praying. He, however, decides not to act because he does not want Claudius to go to heaven, since he is now praying to God asking for forgiveness for what he has done. Hamlet decides to wait for a better opportunity to kill the king. That Hamlet does not kill Claudius does not mean he is incapable of killing. Not at all, since he is able to kill Polonius and send Rosencrantz and Guildenstern to their deaths. Bert States says that one could therefore also argue that “he isn’t delaying at all but working at fever pitch, though not on the right project” (168). Waiting for a better moment to kill the king turns out wrong for Hamlet as he has given Claudius extra time to hurt him instead. He is fortunate enough to escape Claudius’ intended execution in England, but in the duel with Laertes he is, nevertheless, mortally wounded. Hamlet does kill the king in this scene, but had he killed him before, he could have perhaps not only saved his own life but also that of his mother and possibly Laertes as well. Even though it was wise of Hamlet not to act hastily, he had postponed his revenge too long. His indecisiveness has probably been the cause of his untimely death.  
In short, the characters of Hal and Hamlet show many similarities. At the beginning of the plays, Hal and Hamlet are in a similar position, since they are both crown princes and the ruling kings have both supplanted their predecessors. Both princes tend to be far away from the court, Hamlet studying in Wittenberg and Hal spending his time in taverns. The plays show that both characters are highly influenced by Machiavelli’s Il Principe. The biggest Machiavellian trait that can be found in both Hal and Hamlet is that they deceive others to find out the truth. Another parallel is that both characters are driven by a mission. Hal’s quest is to become king and Hamlet’s to kill one. In addition to these similarities, Hal and Hamlet have certain major differences as well. Hamlet, for instance, is more introverted by nature than Hal, but, because he shows the audience his thoughts, they can see many emotions shine through. Hal, on the other hand, is more decisive than Hamlet, a quality he needs to become a great king. He is not afraid to take harsh decisions or be cruel to his acquaintances and subjects, which makes him a strong leader. Hamlet keeps postponing his revenge on the king, and this indecisiveness ultimately results in his death. Bert States explains the similarities and differences between Hal and Hamlet by suggesting that Shakespeare used the character of Hal as a model for Hamlet. States argues: 
Shakespeare found a compromise between art’s demand for clarity and nature’s production of seeming confusions and that he took his first noticeable step in this direction with the character of Prince Hal. Hal in turn, either by design or by instinct, served as the model for Hamlet who, by our common consent, remains the most complex and enigmatic character in drama. (170)    










At least one of Shakespeare’s plays is taught at most Dutch secondary schools during English literature classes in the sixth form. Students’ first reaction is that Shakespeare is stuffy and not interesting or relevant for them at all. In this chapter I would like to take a look at the English literature education in the Netherlands and the exam requirements. After that I will argue why Hamlet and the Henriad-plays might be a profitable addition to the English literature education at Dutch secondary schools. Moreover, I will try to suggest methods to make the plays more interesting and exciting for teenagers. Trying to illustrate all this information, I will provide a lesson series based on my findings as an example of how a teacher could profitably introduce these plays during his or her English literature classes. 
The main question I will try to answer in this chapter is: Why and how might Hamlet and the Henriad be profitably taught during English literature classes at Dutch secondary schools?


1. Literature Education in the Netherlands

1.1	History of Literature Education Modern Foreign Languages
Literature has been part of the sixth form of Dutch secondary education since the late nineteenth century (Bolscher 162). This earliest form of literature education focused on the greatest works of Dutch history, which is not strange, as the end of the nineteenth century was the time of nationalism. Cultural nationalism is the “nationalist ideology which defines the nation on the basis of shared culture” (“Cultural”). Not only would students become familiar with the greatness of their own country’s history, but it was also thought that, through these masterpieces, students would learn to love literature. This method is called the historical-biographical approach (Bolscher 162). Around 1970 people started to look more objectively at literary works since literary theory began to see texts as “works of art in their own right” (162). Many teachers, however, still used the historical-biographical method in their teaching of literature. They could decide this themselves because teachers had great freedom to choose how they wanted to fill in the programme of literature education. The only requirement was that they had to give students “knowledge of and insight into literature” (Bolscher 162). All this changed when in 1998 the Netherlands started with the so-called “Tweede fase” (Tweede 9). This can be seen as another name for the sixth form of Higher General Secondary Education and Pre-university Education. The goal of this educational reform was to improve the quality of education (Tweede 9). Together with the “Tweede fase,” teachers lost the freedom they had, because, from now on, their literature classes had to fulfil a number of set requirements. The current criterion derives from the reform in 2007, which states that secondary schools have to choose between two options (Meijer 55):
1.	Literature is an individual subject at school. This course includes the literature of Dutch, English, French, German, and, if applicable, Spanish.
2.	Literature is a component of each individual language and will be graded alongside the linguistic skills, forming one grade. After their exams, however, students will also receive a separate grade for literature; a combination of the separate literature grades of each language.
The average time spent on literature is something teachers can choose for themselves. However, scientists and the government have indicated a guideline, suggesting that around 30% of the available lessons should be dedicated to literature education if it is not an individual subject at school (Bolscher 163). This corresponds with about 80 hours per year that are available for literature education of the modern foreign languages (Veldt 11). In the guidelines for the school examination of the modern foreign languages of 2007, it is stated that foreign literature should not merely be used for language acquisition but also to improve the literary knowledge and proficiency (Meijer 56). In addition, foreign literature should also be “a stimulus for intellectual, moral and ethical reflection” (56).     

1.2	Examination Requirements Literature Education Modern Foreign Languages
The final attainment level students have to reach is the ability to “give a substantiated account of his or her reading experiences of at least three literary works” (Meijer 55). Pre-university education students have two additional final attainment levels: 
-	they have to be “capable of recognising and distinguishing different types of texts, and use literary terms when interpreting literary texts” (55). 
-	they also have to be able to “give an outline of literary history and place the literary works they have read” in this context (55).  

2. Hamlet and Hal in Education

2.1 Shakespeare in Dutch Secondary Education
The English literature curriculum is not fixed, but is left to the English department of each school. The only criterion is that the selected works should “add to the development of the literary competence of the students” (Meijer 55). As a famous British author, Shakespeare is part of the English literature curriculum at almost every secondary school in the Netherlands. There is, however, a continuing debate whether or not Shakespeare should be taught at secondary school. Nowadays, it is not easy for teachers to motivate students to read and discuss Shakespeare’s work at school and they have many reasons for not teaching Shakespeare. It appears that, in the eyes of students, Shakespeare is stuffy (Fons, par. 2). In a world that is constantly changing and where social media are extremely dominant, it is not appealing for teenagers to study the works of a playwright who has been dead for over 400 years. It is therefore considerably harder for teachers to interest their students in reading and discussing his plays. Another reason for not teaching Shakespeare could be that teachers themselves find the plays hard to read and understand, and therefore do not dare to take the risk of being unable to explain something. Schoolteachers also often think of Shakespearean English as too difficult for teenagers to understand. Not only Dutch school teachers struggle with teaching Shakespeare. Even teachers of English-speaking students encounter problems with his plays. They themselves also experience the difficulty with the Renaissance English for their students. Gillian West argues that “young [English] people, confronted with a language which they are told is their own but which may seem to them entirely foreign, can feel angry or humiliated. They are expected to feel awe for a writer who cannot even write understandable English” (West, vii). It is therefore understandable that Dutch teachers are unwilling to try teaching Shakespeare to pupils who already have difficulties learning present-day English. Shakespeare’s work with its universal themes and plots, however, may create many learning opportunities both linguistic as well as cultural as Shakespeare is one of the most fundamental cultural authors of the United Kingdom. 
It is possible to overcome these complaints. It is true that teachers will have to invest time and effort in making Shakespeare more appealing for their teenage audience, but with the modern adaptations and facilities of today, it is not impossible. A recent development, for example, is a special app by MindConnex called “Shakespeare in Bits,” which “brings The Bard’s most popular plays to life through magnificently animated re-enactment, full audio and unabridged text in one comprehensive package” (“Shakespeare in Bits,” par. 1). Also, the Renaissance English does not have to be an obstacle. With the help of translations into modern-day English, but also translations into, in this case, Dutch, Shakespeare’s texts will be easier to understand. One could also overcome the problem of teachers afraid to teach Shakespeare because they have not studied his plays themselves. One of the most obvious solutions is to take a course in Shakespeare as many institutions offer courses on Shakespeare and his plays. Not everyone, however, has the opportunity or funds to take one of these courses. Another, much less expensive, option is to take a look in the huge pile of books discussing Shakespeare’s plays. Numerous volumes and articles have been written by academics about each play. These books, anthologies and journals are often accessible in large, preferably university, libraries. The Internet as well offers a world of articles dedicated to Shakespeare and his plays. The only remark that should be made is that not everything that can be found on the internet is written by a scholar. It is therefore wise to check the source and material before incorporating the information in literature classes. 

2.2 May it be beneficial to teach Hamlet and the Henriad at Dutch Secondary Schools?
When a teacher of English decides to incorporate Shakespeare into the curriculum of English literature, he or she will immediately have a choice of numerous of his plays and sonnets. It is, of course, wonderful to have so many materials to choose from. This choice, however, could also create the possibility that teachers cannot see the wood for the trees. They have to decide which play or plays will be the most suitable for their students. A good choice would be Hamlet and the Henriad, which is the collective name for Shakespeare’s Richard II, 1 Henry IV, 2 Henry IV and Henry V. The two main characters in these plays are Prince Hamlet, and in the Henriad, Prince Hal, the later King Henry V. Hamlet is one of the most famous and significant Shakespearean characters, whereas Hal is not that well-known. An example of their mutual importance and significance, however, can be seen in Lord Ronald Gower’s memorial statue of Shakespeare in Stratford-upon-Avon. The likeness of Shakespeare is surrounded by four of his characters, namely Lady Macbeth, Falstaff, Prince Hal and Hamlet. These characters personify Shakespeare’s diversity and represent tragedy, comedy, history and philosophy, respectively (Ward-Jackson 165). As Falstaff is also included in the Henriad and is in a close relationship with Hal, a teacher can show much of the variety of Shakespeare’s work in my choice of plays. Although Hamlet stands for philosophy as well, the play is officially classified as a tragedy. Students will therefore be introduced to more than one type of Shakespearean play. As one of Shakespeare’s most famous plays, Hamlet has almost always been a part of the English literature programme at Dutch secondary schools. Its popularity perhaps lies in the themes of the play and the emotions of Hamlet himself. The play deals with grief, anger, revenge, duels, and investigation: themes that are incorporated in almost every modern television series or film. These themes are therefore recognisable for the students. The Henriad plays, on the other hand, are probably not as well-known and neither as popular as Hamlet. This is a pity, because these plays offer a piece of the history of England, but also the affairs of and threats to a king, and it can open a discussion about leadership. Teachers can also show their students Shakespeare’s humour in perhaps his most famous comic character Falstaff, and how Shakespeare switches between these comic sequences and serious, political and historical scenes. As teachers can show Shakespeare’s diversity in Hamlet and the Henriad, and are even able to compare and contrast their main characters, it might prove a profitable option to include these plays in the English literature course at Dutch secondary schools. Teachers will be able to show a lot of Shakespeare in a relatively short amount of time, and time is always precious to a teacher. Naturally, any other of Shakespeare’s plays might have been selected for this class, but the attraction to Hamlet and the Henriad is that we have a combination of canonical material and considerably less familiar materials.

2.3 What Will Students Learn From the Plays?
After choosing which plays will be discussed in class, teachers are faced with another dilemma: what do I want my students to learn from discussing these plays? Some of the examples of what students will learn from Hamlet and the Henriad have already been briefly touched upon above. First of all, Hal and Hamlet are suitable characters to compare and contrast even though they are historical and tragic characters, respectively. Students will therefore not merely compare two characters, but also two, or arguably three, categories of Shakespearean plays. They will learn how to find similarities and differences between two literary works and to give examples in their comparison. Students will also be introduced to a literary genre that is perhaps new to them, namely drama. It is something different from the other texts they read during literature classes and it will give teachers the opportunity to explain and illustrate the difference between a play and the text of a novel or article. This will fulfil one of the set examination requirements, saying that students need to be able to “recognise and distinguish different types of texts” (Meijer 55). By, for instance, asking students what they would do if they were in Hamlet’s shoes and hear that their father has been murdered by their uncle, who is now king, and their mother has married this uncle, would be, as the guidelines for the school examination of the modern foreign languages of 2007 prescribes, a perfect opportunity to “[stimulate] intellectual, moral and ethical reflection” of students (Meijer 56). Prince Hal is also suitable for this purpose. A teacher can, for example, ask whether or not the students agree with Hal’s ideas about parental control, the company he keeps, his rejection of Falstaff, or what they would have done. However, teachers can also think out of the box and link certain elements or issues from the plays to modern events or figures, for instance, the leadership qualities they see in the President of the United States or of their own prime minister and compare them to Henry V as a leader. Inspired by Henry’s war against France, another classroom discussion could be about present-day wars. Are wars today still fought because of the same reasons as they were in Henry V’s days? Or: Do wars have a greater impact now as opposed to Medieval and Renaissance times or is it the other way around? This will ask a lot of their own judgement and argumentation. Besides these learning opportunities, the most important thing students will learn from the plays is that Shakespeare is still present in today’s society. By showing them that many modern films and series are still based on Shakespeare’s plotlines, and by demonstrating that his themes are far from stuffy and still touch modern audiences, students will hopefully understand that Shakespeare can also be fun, exciting and interesting for themselves.

3. How to Teach Hamlet and the Henriad 

3.1 Most Suitable Classes to Teach the Plays
It will always be a dilemma for teachers in which classes to teach which plays. To a large extent, this depends on which assignments will be given to the students. It is, nevertheless, wise to teach Hamlet and the Henriad in groups of older students for numerous reasons. Having had more experience with the English language at school, they have a higher level of English proficiency. To be able to understand the plays, students have to have a certain vocabulary and competence in English, which also helps them to express their feelings and thoughts. Hamlet and the Henry V-plays are quite complicated, not only because of the multiple plotlines but also because of the complexity of the characters. More experienced students are familiar with reading literary works. This also enables them to compare and contrast literary works. Nevertheless, the complex nature of the plays makes it important that a teacher keeps them clear for students and focuses on one plotline. Students in the last years of their secondary education are also more suitable for reflection and practicing their moral and ethical judgement. An additional advantage older students have is that they are capable of paying attention to the plays for a longer period of time than younger students (Neal 82). I would therefore suggest to teach Hamlet and the Henriad in the final year of Higher General Secondary Education or in one of the last two years of Pre-university Education.

3.2 How to Offer the Plays to Students
The next element to consider is which text will be used to introduce the students to the plays. It has already been said that Shakespearean English is quite a challenge for students, and, when students are not able to understand what they read for a long time, it will serve as a discouragement. Fortunately, there are numerous translations into everyday English. This will make the story much clearer for students, but also for their teachers, because they do not have to explain every line of the play. Teachers may also decide that, with extremely difficult passages that are of the utmost importance for the plotline of the play, they will use a translation of the play in the first language of the students. This will ensure that the message and storyline will be understood. The possibilities of using translations, however, does not mean that the original plays with the Renaissance English should not be used in class. In my opinion, it is of great importance that students become acquainted with the plays in the way Shakespeare wrote them. The language used is part of the plays and will make the students realise that the stories they are reading were written four hundred years ago. Moreover, translations will never be able to convey the exact same meaning and wordplay the Shakespearean text does have. Elements that Shakespeare put into the text will therefore be missed. On the other hand, translations can also show students how creative one can be with language, and make them aware of the functioning of language and the place of language in cultural exchange. It would, nevertheless, be wise to use both the original text of Hamlet and the Henriad, and the modern-day-English translation next to it. This way students will be able to understand the text, but read the original play as well. It is of course possible that some teachers think it is absolutely necessary to use a first language translation for certain scenes as well; an option left to the teacher’s better judgement. 
	Another dilemma is whether or not to read the entire play. It would undoubtedly be wonderful for a teacher to read and discuss the play as a whole in class. In reality it is almost impossible to read an entire play, let alone, in the case of Hamlet and the Henriad, five plays. The best possible option is to read selections from the plays. It is wise to give a short summary of each play and its plotlines at the start of the lessons dedicated to the individual plays. After that, individual scenes or parts of scenes can be read in class. As one of the goals for reading Hamlet and the Henriad together is to compare and contrast Hamlet and Hal, the most obvious option is to focus on the plotlines and scenes involving these two characters. Taking significant scenes from the characters’ storylines will give the students the opportunity to make a comparison. An additional option to these scenes is to compare a soliloquy of both Hamlet and of Hal. A very detailed and profound comparison between Hamlet and Hal is of course not possible, because there is not enough time to do that during lessons at school and because secondary school students do not have the English proficiency level required for a detailed analysis. Nevertheless, this exercise will teach the students to compare and contrast stories and characters.

3.3 Making Shakespeare Appealing to Students
It is of vital importance to generate the students’ interest in Shakespeare at the start of the lesson series dedicated to Shakespeare’s plays. Maurice Gilmour states that “educational publishers have shown growing awareness of the need for teachers to adopt appropriate teaching strategies for introducing Shakespeare” (8). Also during each lesson, it is wise to make the plays more alive, visual and modern for students. The most effective manner in making the plays visual for the students in a Shakespearean environment is to visit the Globe Theatre during a school trip to London and watch a performance of one of Shakespeare’s plays, preferably one of the plays that is being discussed in class, but this all depends on which plays are performed during that visit. Shakespeare’s plays were meant to be seen in a theatre, not read. It is therefore one of the best ways to make the text on paper come to life. There is no need to despair if a journey to London cannot be realised. Many theatre companies in other countries, including the Netherlands, regularly perform one of Shakespeare’s plays. This is a good alternative when a teacher wants to give his or her students the experience of a performance of a Shakespearean play. When this option is not possible either, a teacher can decide to let students act out the scene in front of class, and discuss with all students, where they think the characters should stand, sit, walk, whether they should look at each other or not, and which emotions they should show (Bolscher 209). It could all be very simple, but it is highly effective as the students are involved in the process of reading and understanding the play. It is, however, of the utmost importance that the students realise that this is a serious way to help them understand the text and not an opportunity to do stand-up comedy (Bolscher 210).
Another very effective and accessible tool is the use of audio-visual materials, such as film and television series. Written works and films have always had a close relationship. Nowadays, many films are based on books, whereas only a small percentage of films are made into books (Bolscher 211). Shakespeare has been a huge inspiration for film directors as well. Hamlet alone has been the starting point “for sixty one film adaptations and twenty one TV adaptations” (“Shakespeare Movies,” par 2). Up till 2005, around 250 film adaptations of Shakespeare’s plays had been made, which “form their own subgenre” (“Shakespeare Movies,” par 1). Film is a very popular medium among adolescents. Using a screen version of the plays will therefore be a great asset to the literature education. The use of film adaptations is also highly recommended in the guidelines for the school examination of the modern foreign languages of 2007, because it will “stimulate imagination, provide variety and promote reading pleasure” (Meijer 56). As an introduction to the plays, a teacher could use clips of the film Renaissance Man. In this film, the unemployed Bill Rago becomes a teacher at an army education centre. During his classes, he discusses Hamlet and Henry V to motivate and teach the army students comprehension skills. A few well-known adaptations of Hamlet are the 1990’s Hamlet, starring Mel Gibson, and a version in a modern day setting, namely Hamlet (2000). Recent adaptations of the Henriad are harder to find. A sequence of the slightly older film versions of the plays that can be used are Henry IV, part I , Henry IV, part II, and The BBC Shakespeare: The Life of Henry the Fifth directed by David Giles. Another film version is Henry V, starring Kenneth Branagh (​http:​/​​/​www.imdb.com​/​name​/​nm0000110​/​​), from 1989. Whether these adaptations suit the age of the students is left to the teacher’s own opinion and evaluation, because it depends in which classes the plays are taught and which clips are going to be shown. It is therefore necessary to watch the film version first, before showing it in class. 
As with the reading of the play itself, a teacher has to consider whether he or she wants to show the film as a whole or merely a few clips. This all depends on how much time is available as teaching time is quite precious to teachers. After reading and watching the play, it would be nice to divide the students into groups and let each of them shoot their own short film and act out one of the scenes of a play. The only restriction is that the school must have the film equipment for each of the groups. Unfortunately, not every secondary school has these funds. 
Another modern phenomenon teachers can make use of is the popularity of rap music. Combining Shakespeare and hip-hop is a relatively new development. Some rappers like Eminem and Biz Markie identify with Shakespeare because he “shares [their] lyrical flow” (Hansen 67). In 2008 The Hip-hop Shakespeare Company (THSC) was founded by hip-hop artist Kingslee “Akala” Daley, because he wanted to inspire teenagers with his own passion for Shakespeare. Situated in London, THSC tries to
educate and engage young people at schools, youth theatre’s [sic] and various youth demonstrating how modern hip-hop shares many similarities with the themes, language and rhythm used by The Bard. [Their] workshops aim to encourage young people to develop new skills in performing arts by getting them excited about words and rhyming, and thus gain a positive experience of Shakespeare, music, literature and the arts. (“About,” par. 3)
Using the popularity of this music genre, a teacher can assign each group of students with the task to put one of the soliloquies, scenes or even an entire play into rap form, which they eventually have to perform in front of class. Some English teachers have already worked with this assignment and the results are easily found on the video-sharing website YouTube. Watching one of these clips could serve as a good starting point and inspiration for students. Laurie Osborne agrees as she states that “the explosion of YouTube Shakespeare videos suggests that his plays provide a useful starting place for do-it yourself video production” (49). YouTube’s popularity, however, has not yet resulted into its “sustained presence in games or digital performance works, even at a time when gaming and digital environments have begun to influence film production” (49).

3.4 Teaching Hamlet and the Henriad, and the Literature Education of the Other Languages
Teaching Shakespeare does not have to be an area covered only by the English department at Dutch secondary schools. English is not the only language that teaches literature in the sixth form. Consultation between the Dutch department and the modern foreign languages - English, German and French – could prove to be profitable. These language departments could agree to discuss the same period of European literature at the same time. It would benefit students if they discussed one particular literature movement during each individual language class, since they do not have to know the particular details of multiple movements, which allows the elements of one period to sink in properly. This is already realised when literature is a separate subject at school. However, when literature is part of each individual language, there is a possibility to collaborate. In the case of Shakespeare’s Hamlet and the Henriad, the mutual agreement could be to discuss a literary work of the Renaissance period during the literature classes of each language. An additional benefit for teachers and students can be to have one collective lecture at the start of the lesson series in which the Renaissance period will be introduced. The individual language teachers will no longer have to make an introduction themselves and students do not have to listen to the same story multiple times. If there are elements that are specific to one language, it will of course have to be discussed during the literature class of that particular language. Much information, however, will be covered during that first collective lecture, leaving more precious teaching time for the teachers.  

3.5 Teaching Hamlet and the Henriad, and Other Courses 
Besides a collaboration with the other language classes, it is possible to work with other courses as well. Shakespeare has also inspired the arts, which could be discussed during Art History classes. In Shakespeare in Pictorial Art, Malcolm Salaman reports there were no illustrations of “any writing of Shakespeare’s until 1655” (11). However, Henry Peacham’s illustration of Shakespeare’s Titus Andromicus dates back to 1595, which shows that, when Shakespeare was still alive, he already inspired the arts (Waith 21). It was not until “the latter part of the eighteenth century, and the opening years of the nineteenth” that Shakespeare illustrations became popular, “and the plays and poems engaged the industry of many of the popular illustrators of the time” (Salaman 17). From then on, he was an inspiration for many painters and sculptors. Shakespeare and art, however, show more connections. Shakespeare has not only inspired the arts, but art has also inspired Shakespeare. Dr. Noemi Magri states that “Shakespeare’s poems and plays contain allusions to, and long detailed descriptions of, pictorial works” (79). Besides Shakespeare’s work represented in art, the Renaissance itself had its effect on art as well. This movement can be discussed during Art History, when it is also the topic during literature classes. The Art department could also connect one of their assignments to Shakespeare’s Hamlet and the Henriad by, for example, letting the students make a poster of one of the plays, announcing its performance. 
	Another course that would be suitable for collaboration is Drama. According to John O’Toole, “the study of Shakespeare has formed the backbone of the study of drama as literature effectively since his own time” (129). He continues and says he finds it depressing to note that the Royal Shakespeare Company in 2007 still had to encourage teachers to use “theatre-based activities” (129). Having numerous materials to choose from, it should be easier for teachers to incorporate drama in their classes. A collaboration with the Drama teacher might be another solution. Having read the play could lead to an actual performance of one of the plays at school. It will need much preparation and good teamwork between the teachers to make the play successful, but it will be the most realistic assignment to actually perform a play. The entire school will be introduced to one of Shakespeare’s plays, through their peers, making it that more exciting and interesting for them. However, Drama is not a subject at every Dutch secondary school yet. In 2009, it has become an official new optional course for students (Centrale 2). Almost each secondary school, nevertheless, has a theatre or musical group, who could be asked to perform a Shakespearean play. If teachers of English want to try using more activating methods when reading Shakespeare, practical tips about how to use Shakespeare in a classroom setting can be found in Peter Reynolds’ Practical Approaches to Teaching Shakespeare.

3.6 Teaching Hamlet and the Henriad: Example of Lesson Series
To illustrate and conclude what has been argued above, I have made a lesson series. The lessons are based on 50-minute-literature-classes once weekly for a period of ten weeks. I have decided to incorporate the 1990 Hamlet, starring Mel Gibson, as it is one of the most famous film adaptations of the play and its setting stays the most true to the Renaissance period. Moreover, I have decided to use clips of the 1979 Henry IV, part I , Henry IV, part II, and The BBC Shakespeare: The Life of Henry the Fifth directed by David Giles, because there is no time to watch these three films entirely. I will also be using clips of the film Renaissance Man. The following lesson series is based on my own ideas and experiences as a teacher of English.

Factual information: 
School: 		Dutch secondary school
Target audience: 	Pre-university Education class 5
Aim: 			- Making students familiar with Shakespeare’s Hamlet and the Henriad
- Making Shakespeare more fun and exciting for students
- Teaching students how to compare and contrast characters
Assignments:		1. write a short essay comparing Hamlet and Hal, individually. 
2. making a rap, short modern play or short film of one of the plays or 
    part of a play, in groups.

Lesson 1  Introduction to Renaissance and Shakespeare
In this first lesson it is a teacher’s task to grasp the students’ attention and generate their interest. Horrible Histories -- clips can also be found on the video-sharing website YouTube -- could be a great start. In one of their clips they present Shakespeare in the television quiz Mastermind, which may start off the lesson series in a lighter vein. In this introductory lesson a short overview of the Renaissance should be given, continuing with a summary of Shakespeare’s life and work. A few examples of Shakespeare’s influence on today’s society, for instance, in the English language and plotlines in modern films, should also be given to show that his work is still present. At the end of class, the teacher will explain what the following weeks have in store and provide the students with a handout showing the course outline.   

Lesson 2  Hamlet
In this second lesson, the teacher and students start to take a look at Shakespeare’s texts. I decided to start with Hamlet as this is a more well-known play than the Henriad-plays. To make the students interested in the play, the teacher can use the trailer of the film Hamlet from 1990, as this is the film that will be used during the next three lessons to make the text visual. Besides, a film trailer is used to attract people to see the film, and it could therefore also serve as a way to make the students curious about the play. The teacher should then ask the students what they think the play will be about and write all the things they name on the blackboard. After that, the teacher can show the clip of Renaissance Man in which Bill Rago gives a very brief summary of the play to his students, who are, like the teacher’s own students, not familiar with and averse to Shakespeare. Now that the students know a little about the play, they are ready to read the scenes the teacher has selected for this and the next two lessons. I should note that all the scenes from the five plays that will be read during this lesson series are read out loud by a student or the teacher, so the entire class will read the plays together. Act one, scene five is the scene where Hamlet speaks with his father’s ghost. In this scene the students will learn what has happened when Hamlet was away in Wittenberg, and hear that the ghost asks Hamlet to avenge him. This is a crucial scene in the play, and therefore important to read with the students, as the ghost’s demand affects what happens in the rest of the play. The students will read the scene in the original form with the translation into modern English next to it, in case they do not understand every word. The teacher will discuss and explain certain difficult parts of the scene of course. Having read and discussed the text, they can watch this particular scene of the film Hamlet from 1990 to make the play more fun and understandable for everyone, but also to help the students who need to see a text visualised. 

Lesson 3  Hamlet 
This lesson will continue the reading of Hamlet in the same form as the last lesson and also by using the film Hamlet. During this class, the students will read Hamlet’s most famous soliloquy “To be or not to be,” but also the scene describing the performance of the play at court in the second scene of the third act (3.1.56). The last scene that will be read during this lesson is the scene where Claudius is praying and Hamlet decides not to kill his uncle just yet. These scenes are all very important for comparing Hamlet to Hal in lesson eight, and are therefore necessary to read. The students will watch each individual clip from the film after reading the particular scene described above.  

Lesson 4  Hamlet
Lesson four is the last lesson that will be dedicated solely to Hamlet. The only scene that will be discussed is the final scene of the play starting at line 171. This scene describes the duel between Laertes and Hamlet and the outcome of the play. Before reading this scene, the teacher should summarize what has happened in the play from the scene of the last lesson up till now. Like the last two lessons, the students will be reading the original text with the modern English translation next to it. Difficult or important passages will be explained by the teacher, and the students are welcome and should be encouraged to add their own thoughts. After the reading, the clips from the film Hamlet will be watched. Having finished the play, the teacher asks what the students thought of the play, and which parts they liked best.

Lesson 5  Richard II and 1 Henry IV
Comparable to the last three, this and the next two lessons will be dedicated to the Henriad. It is, of course, impossible to read three plays as a whole, and therefore I have decided only to take parts of the plays. In this first lesson the teacher needs to give a brief summary of Hal’s life and important events in these three (and a half) plays. The students will read the first twenty-two lines of act five, scene three of Richard II so they know how the other characters see Hal. Hal’s first soliloquy in 1 Henry IV at the end of scene two of act one will be the next piece the students will read. The last scene of this lesson is a comic scene, with a serious and prefiguring undertone, namely 2.5.299-439. In this scene, Hamlet and Falstaff practice the upcoming meeting of Hamlet with his father. It might be nice to invite two students in front of class and let them perform this scene with the help of their classmates. They are of course allowed to read the text. This will help everyone visualize the scene, and is a variation on using the film version of the play. This scene will also show the students a glimpse of Shakespeare’s comic genius.

Lesson 6  1 Henry IV and 2 Henry IV
Since there are numerous scenes of 1 Henry IV that need to be discussed in class to be able to compare Hal to Hamlet, this lesson needs to discuss one more scene from this play, namely the scene in which Hal kills Hotspur in act five. Reading lines 58-100 will be sufficient.
Of 2 Henry IV, the students will read lines 131-215 of the scene where King Henry IV is on his deathbed in act four, to show that Hal is not without emotions but hardly shows them, which could arguably be a consequence of Hal’s few soliloquies in the Henriad. The last scene that will be read during this lesson is 5.5.1-68 in which the now King Henry V rejects Falstaff. The scenes described above can all be shown to the students, using the 1979 Henry IV, part I , Henry IV, part II, and The BBC Shakespeare: The Life of Henry the Fifth directed by David Giles. 

Lesson 7  Henry V
In this last lesson of the Henriad, the students will start at the beginning of Henry V and read the first scene to see how Henry’s reputation has changed. After that the teacher needs to summarize the play until the next part that will be read, namely 4.1.84-123, which shows that Henry’s men do not want to fight the war with France but Henry decides to stay nevertheless and fight the battle of Agincourt. The last piece the students will read is Henry’s most famous speech of the Henriad in scene three of the fourth act. Again it would be wise to show the students the clips from The BBC Shakespeare: The Life of Henry the Fifth. To conclude this lesson, the teacher will ask the students what they thought of the Henriad and especially Prince Hal. 

Lesson 8  Comparing Hamlet to Hal
The central thought of this lesson will be to compare and contrast the characters of Hamlet and Hal. As the students are not used to do this, it is best to do this together with the entire class. On one side of the blackboard the teacher can write Hamlet’s name and on the other Hal’s. Let the students brainstorm about the characteristics of both characters and discuss their thoughts in small groups before asking them to write their thoughts on the board. This will ensure a safe environment for the students (Ebbens 29). The teacher should lead the class discussion in comparing Hamlet to Hal for about ten minutes. After this he or she will give the students their writing assignment, asking them to write a short essay of around 200-300 words comparing Hamlet to Hal, to be handed in during lesson 10. They are allowed to work on it for the rest of the hour. 

Lesson 9  Assignment
At the start of this lesson, the teacher will divide the class into groups of around five to six students. He or she will then explain each group will have to make a rap, short film or modern play version of a scene or one of the entire plays they have read the last couple of weeks. This rap, film or play version will have to be performed during the next lesson and be around five minutes long. To inspire the students, the teacher can show the clip of Renaissance Man in which the students make a rap version of Hamlet. The rest of the hour the students are allowed to work on their assignment. The teacher will walk around and help each individual group if needed. 

Lesson 10  Performances




In this chapter I have tried to answer the question: Why and how might Hamlet and the Henriad be profitably taught during English literature classes at Dutch secondary schools? After giving an outline of the history of Dutch literature education and exam requirements, I turned to Shakespeare’s role in the curriculum. I further argued that Hamlet and the Henriad might be a valuable addition to English literature classes at Dutch secondary schools as they will demonstrate the diversity of Shakespeare’s work in a short amount of time. The students will have read both a tragedy as well as a history play of Shakespeare, and have seen glimpses of his comedy in the character of Falstaff in the Henriad. Moreover, Hamlet and Hal are suitable characters to compare, and will therefore teach the students to find similarities as well as differences between two characters. Both Hamlet and the Henriad deal with themes that most films, especially historical fiction or historical drama films, also depend upon, such as grief, war and revenge. Since films are very popular among teenagers, this will definitely awaken their interest. The plays can also help students develop their own moral and ethical values, but that all depends on which questions the teacher asks when reading the plays. With these arguments I have answered the question why Hamlet and the Henriad might be profitably taught at Dutch secondary schools, which only leaves the question how they may be taught. It is important to make the plays appealing and interesting for students. To make the plays more understandable, a teacher can provide a modern English translation or a translation in the students’ first language. Nevertheless, the original text should be the main focus as this is the text Shakespeare wrote, and translations, however good they may be, are never able to keep all the effects and meanings Shakespeare put in. Useful are film adaptations of Shakespeare’s plays, or comic takes on the plays and on Shakespeare himself. Letting the students make their own rap of part of or of the whole play can stimulate their creativity and interest as well. Working with other language classes and other courses, such as Art or Drama, can also help the students remember and visualise the plays. 






The aim of this thesis was to answer the following main question: what effect do the similarities and differences between the characters of Hamlet and Henry V have on the outcome of the plays, and in what way can these plays be a profitable addition to the English literature education at Dutch secondary schools?
	My analysis in chapter one has answered the first part of this question. Hamlet and Henry V show many similarities. Bert States even suggested that Hal has “served as the model for Hamlet” (170). By comparing the characters, this chapter has also provided a detailed character analysis of both of the princes. At the start of the plays, Hamlet and Henry V are in a similar social position as they are both crown princes of a country in which the king has come to the throne via dishonest conduct. Henry IV in the Henriad has overthrown his predecessor Richard II, whereas Claudius in Hamlet has poisoned Hamlet’s father. Both princes are not actively involved in the countries’ politics, as one would expect of a crown prince. It is made clear that, in the time before we enter the play, Hamlet was studying at university in Wittenberg, whereas Hal at the beginning of the Henriad is drinking with Falstaff and his company of criminal friends. The princes deceive the people around them so as to come to the information they need, which is one of the characteristics of Machiavellism. They use this information to achieve their personal goal. Some critics, however, argue that Hamlet’s pretended madness is not feigned but actually real. The differences between the characters cause the difference in outcome of the plays. Henry V hardly shows his personal emotions in the few soliloquies he has in the Henriad, as I argued that he is better in control of his emotions. He also plans his actions carefully. He is not afraid to take cruel decisions if it helps him become the powerful king he wants to be. Hamlet, on the other hand, does show what he feels, and sometimes even acts in the heat of the moment. Like Henry V, he plans his actions in advance but he puts off his decisive action of killing Claudius, giving his enemies time to act before him. Hamlet’s postponement of revenge is the reason why he loses his life at the end of the play. 
	In the second chapter, the last part of my main question is answered. I first looked at the English literature education in the Netherlands and the examination requirements to see which criterion the literature education has to meet. After that, I argued that Hamlet and the Henriad might be a good choice of plays as the main characters are comparable, but also because, with this choice of plays, students will be introduced to Shakespeare’s tragedy, history and comedy. Another advantage is that a teacher can present his or her students with a different genre, namely a play. The plays are also suitable to stir up a discussion in which students will learn to develop their moral and ethical values. The third and final part of this chapter showed the more practical elements a teacher has to consider when he or she wants to incorporate my choice of plays in the English literature classes. Considering the level of English proficiency needed to read and discuss the plays, it is wise to offer them in the final year of Higher General Secondary Education or in one of the last two years of Pre-university Education. Teachers have to decide which parts or scenes they want to read in class, since there is not enough time to read the plays entirely, but he or she also has to choose whether to read the original Shakespearean script or to use a translation. A very important task of the teacher is to make the plays appealing and interesting for students. The use of modern media, such as films and music, may prove very effective. Another method to make the plays more interesting and its reading long-lasting, is that the English department could decide to work with other departments at school as well, such as the other languages, Drama or Art History. I concluded this chapter with an example lesson series based on my own ideas and teaching experience. 
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